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The pronise of full faculty status at the 33 campuses of the State University 
of New York (SUMY) is the course along which librarians have been making their way 
since;1966. While some success can be cited, each achivement spawns new obstacles, 
causing wonder if "progress" is a description germane to the topic. 

Concern for the status of SUNY 1 ibrarians was first voiced publicly by the 

SUNY (Head) Librarians* Conference 'in April of 1966, Citing the recently revised 

Policies of the Board of Trustees of the State University of New York ( Policies) , 

and its complete neglect of librarians as academics^ the Conference* recommended 

the reactivation of the dormant Chancellor's Advisory Committee on Libraries to 

studythe status of librarians in the University, and make recommendations >n 

its findings. With the Chancellor's approval the Committee convened, and in . 

October "^of the same year presented its findings in the form of a 'Memorandum* which 

recommended revision of the Policies to provide: 

"1. That the term 'academic rank', as defined in Revised Policies of 

Board of Trustees, be redefined to include the following four librarian 
titles: Librarian, associate librarian, senior assistant librarian, 
assistant librarian. 

2. That holders of these titles have rank equivalent* respectively, to 
holders of the following four^existing academic titles: professor^ 
associate professor^ assistant professor, instructor. 

3. That on each campus, appointments to and advarices within, the four library 
ranks be made within the same range* of salaries and NS (Non-Statutory) 
grade as may be specified for the correspond.ing instructional ranks, . 

4. That the annual professional obligation of librarians be the same as • 
that of instructional appointees (e.g., two semesters, two trimesters* 

r or three quarters according to the local pattern), with additional 
remuneration for se?*vice beyond the academic year, commensurate with, 
that rewarded to instructional staff. 

' 5. That provisions of Article X^, Section 3, of Revised Policies of the 
. Board of Trustees, be revised to establish equivalency of faculty 
voting power between professional librarians and instructional faculty. 

6. That provisions of Article XI, Title A, of Revised Policies of the 
Board of Trustees^ governing continuing appointments, be applied to 
librarians with appropriate modification respecting effective dated 
and requisite consecutive years of service in academic rank. In this 
connection, it is, of course, intended that continuing appointment 
would apply only to the librarians* academic rank— see (IJ above — 



not to his adjninistrative assignment (e.g.. Library Directoir, Chief 
of Technical Processes)." * , 

The /Memorandum' was and remains the credo of academic status for SUNY 
librariaiis': academic rank and salaries identical or equivalent to instructional 
faculty; academic year provisions; faculty voting privileges and tenurabi lity. 

The report was immediately referred by the Chancellor to the statewide 3l)HY 
Faculty Senate for its consideration, eventually landing in«the Senate's" Committee 
on Personnel Policies (CPP), where it languished in neglect. In June of 1967 the 
SUNY librarians Conference, concerned withCPP's inaction, formed an Ad Hoc* Committee on 
the Academic Status of Librarians to survey. 1 ibrarians • reactions to the 'Memorandum*. 
Not surprisingly, the response was an overwhelming endorsement iif all recomnendation 
for full faquTty status. This survey, together with discussion between the Ad Mac 
Coipnittee and the CPP, helped stir the latterointo action. c 

By November of 1967, the Faculty Senate received the CPP's resolSition on 
librarians, a severe abridgement of the /Memorandum' which did recommend academic 
rank for librarians, but identified only three titles (omitting senior assistant), 
and dropped all other recommendations except differential salaries in consideration 
of the 12 month work year. After Senate approval , these recommendations, shorn 
of salary differential , Were passed by the Board of Trustees and became official 
policy. Thus, at the beginning of the fall semester 1963i(all librarians ir^ SUNY 
held/academic rank with faculty privileges, and became, eligible for consideration 
^for tenured aopointments.. 

It soon became apparent,, however, that the wake created by the 'breakthrough* 
in faculty status in SUNY threatened to swamp its creators. Of the recommendations 
presented to the Chancellor, only items 5 and 6 were fully implemented; the first 
item partially; and the remainder not at all. Not'only was the academic year. 

■ . «? - 

missiag, but faculty equivalency in title (four ranks) and salary as well. 
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SUNY lijorarians bec^e faced with the unsettling prospect of academ-ic rank wfiich 
required review for tenared appointment after seven year service, as requifed of • 
other acadenic — but without benefit of a shortened work year in which to resear^ph, 
pursure studies, pr publish. Here it might be pointed out that the academic year is 
possiple for librarians, but only at the cost of 1/6 reduction in saJ^ry-^-^-SfVe^ 
the existing salaries for librarians and^ the onus^of -pe^iaiTty implied by these ^ 
provisions,, few can either afford theTo^s in income or accept the principle of 
this optioii;, although some do. , 



The Trustees' action e.lso failed to release librarians from the administrative 
salary structure in which they had ellwayS; found themselves. This combination of 
administrative assignments and academic appQintments^constitute the "both/arid" 
status (known locally as "limbo") of SUNT^Jibrarians. that is, although incumbents 
in SUNY libraries are "faculty' with academic rank, all library positions are 

o 

^ ■ ■ ^ ' ' ' . t 

classified in an administrative hierarchy of responsibilities*, presently known 
as Professfonal Ranks (PR grades). It is this; peculiar institution of "both/and" 
that makes, librarians particularly vulnerable in the State University. 

PR grades were the result of an otherwise comnendable effort by the University 
and State tD standardize leyels of responsibility among public professional 
employees^ previously classified in a more heterogeneous manner. All faculty 
had been released from such classification in 1965, but in^l968, when libra^rians 
joined the faculty ranks, they were denied this. When the PR grades were instituted 
in 1972/73r librarians pressed for the salary status of other faculty which 
would have freed the. libraries of the University* from the non-^academic personnel 
structure. Failing this, the three grades given the, majority ofOibrarians j(PR 1-3) 
were a' devastating blow to morale and became an addedVorce in the struggle for 
complete faculty status. Equally devastating was the d^scovVy that approximately 
80%' of SUNY^ librarians has been assigned the lowest possible grade without benefit 
of appeal. • ^ ^ 




* * ■ ' ^ ■ ^ — —"'''^ 

Sal any provisions of the PR^|ystem_ars--soffiething of an exercise in admi ni s'traiti ve . 
alchelny. Currently jyie^-sa^^rtT'ofthe PR 1 falls between $7,425 ( 'minimum' ) and 
extraordinary maximum' ),vbetween which are such benchmarks as $11,250 
{'mid-point' ) and $].3, 175' ('normal maximum' ). Other PR grades have identical 

nomenclature for higher sums. Initial appointment as a professional librarian 

< ■ ■ jL'- , ■ ■ 

can be made. at any point from 'minimum' to 'mi?lpoint'. 'Normal maximum'is the • 

. . ■ ' *• ' ' ' ^ .'^ 

point to which salaries may rise through departmental raises, 'merit' and 'equity' 
awardr,, and across-the-board (negotiated) increases. 'Normal maximum' in ^the three 
PR grades for librarians are from $3,5Q0 to nearly $9,000 below the maximum for 
Other academicG on the same calendar year. Between 'normal max inium' and 'extraordinary 
maximum^ increases are allowed only through across-the-board gains or by permission 
of campus administration^ i*e., are'hot within the jurisdiction of the library as an 
academic department. So, as a consequence of "both/and" status, self-determination 

« . * 

as.^B department is proscribed for the library. Other than one salary maximum. for each 

■ ' ' ' •> ■ - ' \ ■ 

rank, and limited funds, no constraints exist for other* faculty. 

•Merit' and 'equity' awards are small percentages of the negotiated salary package ^, 

earmarked to reward incentive and adjust inequities i,n salaries. They are awarded 

individuals by local campuses,' usually upon recommendation from academic, departments, • 

and become a permanent increase in the recipient ""s salary, Th,e sum for each dampius 

ti ■ ■ ' ■ , , ' ■ . , ' ' 

is determined by its share of the total (statewide) faculty salary budget, and ' 

" ■ n- ■ - ■ ^ 

distribution is mad^. under broad guidelines established for 'the entire University, 
typical distribution at a, local campus (Stony Brook) is made by academic f 
department (of whilch the library is one), the department's sum determined by its 
percentage of total Campus faculty salaries. "Since higher echelons of library 
administration are not considered faculty in this tabulation, the showing of the 
library salaries, when compared with other academic departments, tends to be very modest. 
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Hence, it is allotted a small share of 'merit' and 'equity' monies. This is a . i 
particularly subtle form of discrimination, for only a elementary grasp of 
fliathematics. is required to deduce that 'equity' of tijis sort is, in fact, widening 
the gap between the salaries, of librarians and other faculty. Compounded by 
salaries already below ether faculty, 'merit' and 'equity' are not happy 
topics among librarians. 

Another aspect of the "both/and-^ status is exemplified by..,^ro^^ It is 

possiuie, and indeed customary, for a librarian to receive an academic promotion \ ^ 
without comparable raise in salary or advancement in grade, causing confusion 
even for those being promoted. Under the double jeopardy of "both/and", meaningful ^ 
promotion requires not only meeting the academic criteria for promotion, but 
petitioning the Director of the (State) Budget (DOB) for an upgrading of thi 
position held by that perton, raising it one or more PR grades. Under the" 
provisions of Catch-22 howe^ver, job reclassificart:ion or up-grading cannot be 
•justified to DOB on; the basis of the merit or performance of the incumbent— it is, 
in fact,: the same person-doing the same job description, only better. This sort 
of chicken-egg reasoning has only- prdven that reclassification as presently conceived 
and practiced is not a promising solution to librarian problems. 

Much of the movement toward faculty status to 1968 had been conducted by ad hoc' 
library committees, meeting irregularly as needs arose. In the process, local 

associations were formed, and statewide organization was a logical sequence. Readers 

1 2 • " ^ 

of jJ and CRL News in the spring of J969 Would have noted the birth announcement 

of the State University of New York Librarians Association. 

SUNYLA^^ remains today much as its founders provided: A policy making Council 

composed of the Associations' officers, one delegate from each SUNY campus 'liljrary 

(including community colleges), and five category representatives--one each for 

university centers, four-year colleges, agricultural and technical colleges, 

community colleges' and a final one for medical cehters, specializeci and statutory 

colleges. 



The Association is the forum in which issues of prafessional concern are j 
discussed, information exchanged, professional programs developed and personnel 
policies in SUNY libraries studied. Potential membership presently numbers abobt 
430 among state-operated campuses (coimiunity colleges are administered locally). 
Dues paying membership currently numbers about 50% -of those eligible. Throughout • 
its-brief history, .SUNYLA has provided the State, bargaining agent. Chancellor, and 
Faculty Senate, among others, with; authoritati ve'information concerning libraries 
and librarians in a sprawling, heterogeneous, decehtral i zed" system where librarians' 
'voices at local campuses are small, and where information is not always prompt, 
accurate, or forthcoming. By a combination of lobbying, explaining, debating, and 
on at least one occassion initiating a ^grievance against the Un^ersity, SUNYLA 
has given voice and cohesion to librarians' aspirations in the system. As might be 
.expected, the 'Memorandum', of the Chancellor's Library Conmittee retains the 
allegiance and efforts of SUNYLA members. 

The appearance of SUNYLA was timely^-for the Taylor Law permitting organization 
of public employees' in New York was passed in 1967. Its effect in the University 
was delayed, however, until 1970 when the Senate* Prbfessional '^Association-- (SPA) , 
a faculty Senate undertaking, emerged as the bargaining agent and negotiated the first 
contract (1971/73) for University professionals. In late 1972 NEA, with w'h4ch 
SPA had been affiliated, and AFT merged in New York-, resultiriT in a new bargaining 
agent for- University professionals — United University Professions. (UUP). 

Librarians, designated as faculty for the purposes of collective bargaining, 
had reacted hopefully to unions during the formative.years between Taylor Law 
enactment and the first official bargaining sessions. Ready with a cogent list 
af'priorities, an articulate spokesman in SUNYLA, and professionals already experienced 
tn the ways of University politics, librarians scrutinized prospective bargaining agents 



Each agent was as kid to respond to librarians' pr Ofities—thpse uflfulfilled s 

■ ■'■'■'> 

recomnendations of the. Chancellor's Library Coninittee from the halcyon days of 

1966. One .of the favorites, SOFT (an AFT affiliate), was defeated in the 

first statewide balloting, and SPA was elected. Tn the first contract negot-rati^ons, 

no librarian issues were resolved, Hpwever, successive annual salary reopeners 

were 7)ennitted by ttte new contragt, and under' these auspices librarians ^ere able — 
/ • 

/to bring their problems before the University in discussTons held in 1972. Possible 
resolution of some, if not all, issues was halted in 1973 with t-h^^rger of NEA ^nd 
AFT and the subsequent forjnatfon of UUP.- The imnediate concern'^^of UOP was membership 
drives and negotiation preparation in wi^ch the cause of librarians became lost. 

Faced once again with presenting priorities for^the^l974 negotiating sessions, 
librarians perforrtfed 1 ike- a classic experiment in learned respqj^se: four ranks, off 
the PR grades; academid year. This was the message to. UUP from SUNYtA, the Council 
of Head Librarians and the SUNY Faculty Senate eommittee on Library \Res6urces. But. ' 
UUP, jealous of its prerogatives^as' bargaining agent ,> shunned the counsels of 
these library groups^to appoint a committee ^of its own composed of three erstwhile 
members of .1 ibr'a.ri ah/University discussions held under the aegis of SPA. As 
nego^tiations of the new contract neared an end, and no report had been called for 
by the negotiating, team from the UUP library cormiittee, librarians became alarmed.. 
In an incident which 'may be/.without precedent in labor annals, a group of concerned 
librarians descended upon their elected representatives and negotiators, demanding 
that their priorities be represented at'the bargaining table. The assurances of UUP 
extracted at this confrontation bore little resemblencg to the final term?; of the ' * 

contract, for, when the proposed CMtrad^^ saw light, coincidental with the 1974 Annual - 

■ 

Meeting of SUI^YLA in Buffalo, the document was innocent of -reference to libraridris. 

' ■ ■ . ■ ■' ' ' ' 

In an 11th hour' appearance before the SUNYLA Meeting, the President and Chief 
Negotiator of UUP quite naturally defended their two year contract as ths best that could 
be done, and-when pressed, became emphatic that librarians would never number enough in. ^ 
the bargaining unit to warrant any^ priorities. . * 



In the ensuing shock, librarians tended to divide between those wha accepted • , 
these conditions, and those who were profoundly disillusioned. Two of the . s 

three mefhbers of the. UUP library committee have^since resigned membership in 
,the union. In ,the' final sta&cs of a' hurried /ratification campaign, "^sorne , _ 
l ibrarians joined other ^dissi^46nts in an unsuccessfuV attempt to defeat the 
present contract. 

, \ . ' O"- *\ • .... 

.In the aftermath of. this emotionally charged period, the continuing comnitment 

. . . ■ *•'. . ' ^ ■ 

of librariains to full. faculty status was again registered when the SUNYLA Council . 

at its November 1974 meeting established a labor relations cqimnittee, "Special ^ 

Committfee Number 1."^ In a statement which made emphatic the legitimate concern 

and involvement of professional organizations in the ^)rocesses of collective 

bargaining* the Coemittee was charged with collecting arid distributing any material 

germane to the collective bargaining of SUNY librarians, and' with advising the genera*! 

— ■ ' ^ " o 

"membership in the area of 'labor relations. 

■* . •■ ■ ,^ ' • " • • ♦ 

The timeliness of the Committee has since been proven by the almost sirnultaneous 

announcement tl^at 'discussions' between UUiP and the University on the conditions of 

librarians would begin anetfr. 'There is indeed reasgn to believe that the counsel^ 

of SUNYLA could again make a substantial contribution to the resources .available > 

to the discussants, if invited to do so. Such an invitation has yet to appear, 

either from UUP or the University which requested the present round^ of meetings. . v 

. In the cdnclusions of a 1968 article" by other-SUNY librarians* the authors 

cited several causes for the poor statu? of" academic libraria/is^ among which . * 

9 a| i 

were low self-esteem as profess?ocials, 'lack of. Concern anci support from institutional 
faculty, and the absence of support: from tfie -national professional organization^. \ 
To jthis might be added, in SUNY'at least, the dimension of collective bargaining 
which has altered the conditions i)f librariapship ^little since'1970, and indeed seems, 
to be one more stumbling block to faculty status. ' . • ' " 

It would be a pleasure to add a hurried and happy, postscript tp this report, 
announcing that the present discussions between^UUP and the University have resolved 
nearly 10,y€?ars' work by librarians. But, in fact, the "cautious optimfsm" voiced 



by 'one Tibracian. participating irJ those discussion has waned Considerably, and m 
solution' has appeared, » . ^ 
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